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economy. We will not be seduced into 
calling a bad deal a good deal, and we 
will not let the White House fool 
around with the full faith and credit of 
the United States. 

If the President wants to threaten 
seniors or veterans or rattle the world 
economy by pretending he cannot pay 
our bills, he, of course, can do that. 
But he is not going to implicate Repub-
licans in these efforts. 

That is why I proposed, as a last re-
sort, a plan that would force the White 
House to show its hand. If the Presi-
dent would rather default than cut 
back on the size and scope of govern-
ment, let him explain that. If he would 
rather preserve his vision of Wash-
ington than protect entitlements, let 
him explain that. If he and the Demo-
cratic Senate would rather borrow and 
spend us into oblivion, they can cer-
tainly do that. But do not expect any 
more cover from Republicans on it 
than they got on health care—none. 

The American people deserve to 
know what their elected representa-
tives stand for in this debate. None of 
these proposals that have been pre-
sented up to now would do that. 

If Democrats will not agree to re-
forms we need, then we should at least 
show the public where we stand. What 
they wanted was a deal that purported 
to lower the debt from $26 trillion to 
$24 trillion over 10 years, then have us 
give it thumbs up and call it a bipar-
tisan victory for fiscal discipline. We 
were not about to call this a good deal 
any more than we were willing to call 
the health care bill real reform. 

We refuse to let this President use 
the threat of a debt-limit deadline to 
get us to cave on tax hikes or phony 
spending cuts. It is time to change this 
debate altogether. It is time to make it 
clear to the American people where the 
two parties stand in this debate. 

Either you are with the President 
and his vision of a government that 
continues to live beyond its means or 
you are with those of us who believe 
Washington needs some strong medi-
cine. Either you want to simply borrow 
and spend our Nation into oblivion or 
you want to get our fiscal house in 
order, and the single most effective 
way to do that is with a balanced budg-
et amendment. 

If the President and Democrats in 
Congress will not agree to cut back, 
let’s force them. Let’s pass a constitu-
tional amendment that actually re-
quires Congress to live within its 
means. 

It is time for the American people to 
contact lawmakers on the Democratic 
side and simply demand it. Republicans 
are unanimous in their support for a 
balanced budget amendment. We need 
20 Democrats to join us. 

It is an uphill climb, but if the Amer-
ican people speak out, we can get it 
done. If the President will not agree to 
it, it is time we go around him and di-
rectly to the American people. 

Let’s keep the pressure on. Let’s 
show the administration where the 

public is on this issue. Let’s get our fis-
cal house in order. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business for 1 
hour, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with 
the time equally divided and controlled 
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with the Republicans control-
ling the first half and the majority 
controlling the final half. 

The Senator from Tennessee is recog-
nized. 

f 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I realize 
a scheme has been concocted on the 
debt ceiling that allows Democrats to 
go into this next election continuing to 
ensure that spending to many of their 
constituents is at levels that please 
them; therefore, allowing them to run 
successfully in 2012, and that scheme 
also allows Republicans to run in 2012 
with spending being the issue. 

I think we all understand that, look, 
the debt ceiling is going to be in-
creased, and it is going to be increased 
in such a way that both sides of the 
aisle have the ability to campaign 
against the other respective to their 
bases. 

But the fact is, our great Nation is in 
decline because of the elected leaders 
in Washington. Our great Nation is in 
decline because of this body and the 
way it is acting, the House of Rep-
resentatives and the way it is acting, 
and the White House and the way it is 
acting. 

This body, as we meet and go on to a 
spending bill, is helping our great Na-
tion go into decline. Let me explain 
why. 

Maybe the debt ceiling was the wrong 
place to pick a fight as it relates to 
trying to get our country’s house in 
order. Maybe that was the wrong place 
to do it. The reason it was chosen is be-
cause this body has not passed a budget 
in 806 or 807 days, and I credit both 
sides for that. But the fact is the Sen-
ate has not passed a budget in over 806 
days. 

I had a dinner this week, Monday 
night, with six Democrats and five Re-
publicans. I will not mention their 
names to impugn them in any way. But 
all of them expressed tremendous frus-
tration with the way this body is being 
run. Basically, most Senators in this 
body are nothing but two-bit pawns— 
two-bit pawns—as a political fight is 
under way basically to lay out the 
groundwork, if you will, for the 2012 

election. That is what is happening 
right now in this body, and I think we 
all know that. 

Yet yesterday we voted to move to a 
spending bill where we, in essence, are 
acting as accomplices. We are accom-
plices to this—the Presiding Officer 
and myself. I voted against it. But any-
body who votes to go to a spending bill 
without forcing the Senate to come to 
terms with a budget is, in essence, an 
accomplice to allowing the shenani-
gans that are taking place right now to 
continue. We are allowing this great 
Nation to go into decline by not forc-
ing us to make those tough decisions. 

The reason the debt ceiling was cho-
sen is because there has not been any 
other mechanism to cause us to sit 
down and make those tough choices as 
it relates to spending in our country. 
Because we were unwilling to do that, 
many people lined up, as a matter of 
fact, Democrats and Republicans— 
there is a Gang of 6 that had been 
working, with three Republicans and 
three Democrats. It is my sense that 
they too had planned to use the debt 
ceiling vote as a place to try to cause 
us to come together around something 
that might be sensible for our country. 
We have not seen the details of that. I 
hope we will see that soon. 

But my point is, both sides of the 
aisle actually had focused on this debt 
ceiling vote—or many people on both 
sides of the aisle—to try to cause us to 
have the fiscal discipline we need. Ob-
viously, with this new scheme, that is 
not going to happen. 

I think we all know the debt ceiling 
is going to be raised. Blame will be as-
sessed to either side. Both sides will 
use that in the 2012 election, and then 
we will move on to another cycle where 
probably we will continue to be irre-
sponsible. 

But the fact is, by moving to a spend-
ing bill without a budget—everyone 
who agrees to do that, every single per-
son in this body who agrees to move to 
a spending bill, no matter what it is 
funding or no matter at what level it is 
funding the things it is funding, every 
one of us is an accomplice in causing 
this great Nation to decline, every sin-
gle one of us. 

I would urge people in this body who 
would like to see us actually do our 
work, cause us to function the way the 
Founding Fathers had created this 
body, cause us to function in a way 
that no longer allows our country to be 
in decline, I would urge everybody in 
this body to not agree to go to this 
spending bill and to say we will not 
spend any more of the U.S. resources— 
taxpayers’ resources—without first 
agreeing to those tough decisions. 

I love seeing some of the masters of 
the universe on some of these financial 
programs in the morning. I heard one 
of them this morning on a particular 
program I sometimes turn on to see 
what the markets are doing in reaction 
to the ridiculous, undisciplined nature 
of this body, I heard one of them say 
the debt ceiling is no place—most 
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countries do not even vote on a debt 
ceiling. What they do is they vote on 
budgets. In this country, we do not 
even vote on budgets. Of course, we 
have figured out a way to not make 
any tough decision on the debt ceiling 
vote either, and I understand what is 
getting ready to happen. 

But, again, I say to all those folks 
who are not head of this body, who are 
not in leadership, who in the bath-
rooms or in the halls or at dinner or at 
lunch complain about the fact that this 
place is dysfunctional, complain about 
the fact that they do not have the abil-
ity to be involved in causing us to 
function in the way we should, every 
single one of you, in my opinion, who 
votes to go to a spending bill today or 
end debate on a spending bill—in es-
sence, allow us to pass a spending bill— 
is an accomplice, is an accomplice in 
allowing this great Nation to go into 
decline. That is pretty strong, but I be-
lieve it. 

The fact is we make a big deal out of 
some items around here, but we do not 
make a big deal when it comes to 
something we can actually affect and 
cause us as a body to do the things we 
need to do. 

I say to the Presiding Officer, look, I 
am very disappointed in the Senate. I 
am very disappointed in the White 
House. I am very disappointed in all of 
us. I am very disappointed in the child-
ish behavior this body has continued to 
exude over the course of this entire 
year. I am very disappointed we would 
even consider going on with spending 
taxpayer resources and not sitting 
down and making tough decisions. I am 
very disappointed, candidly, that both 
sides of the aisle only want it their 
way. 

I do not think this great country was 
created the way it was so one side of 
the aisle got it exactly the way they 
wanted it. I think this body was cre-
ated to be ‘‘the greatest deliberative 
body in the country.’’ Yet we do not do 
that. We do not act that way. We do 
not debate tough issues. We hide—all of 
us—we hide and we let our leadership 
concoct ways to keep us from doing the 
tough things we need to do. 

The fact that we cannot even have a 
budget on this floor to come out of a 
committee, when, obviously, there is a 
majority—and I am not even pointing 
fingers at the other side; I think both 
sides are equally problematic in this 
because both sides, it is evident to me, 
are going to allow us to go to a spend-
ing bill today without a budget, but 
the fact that we cannot even bring a 
budget to the floor, when committees 
are stacked in such a manner that one 
side does have the majority, to me, is 
incredible. 

If we move to a spending bill today 
without a budget, if we continue to do 
the things we do here, just without 
worrying about the fundamentals of 
what it takes for this country to be 
great, this body today will move one 
step further down the path of causing 
this great Nation to go into decline, to 

keep us from making tough decisions, 
to allow committee heads or sub-
committee heads in Appropriations to 
be able to bring forth their fruit, if you 
will, the things they would like to 
spend money on. 

By the way, I support much—I prob-
ably support everything that is in this 
bill. I am not sure. It supports vet-
erans. It supports military construc-
tion. But the fact is, actually, the very 
people this benefits, the people who are 
veterans, the people who have given 
their limbs—some have given loved 
ones—probably are embarrassed by the 
Senate too. Even though they would 
like to receive the benefits at some 
point in time down the road—when 
these benefits come to fruition in this 
next fiscal year, they would like to re-
ceive those—they probably would pre-
fer, first, that all of us in this body do 
our job, that we quit acting like the 
children we have been acting like this 
entire year; that we quit calculating 
what we are going to do around the 2012 
elections; that we quit hiding behind 
our leadership and allowing them to go 
down and negotiate grand bargains in 
private; that we quit, again, hiding 
from tough decisions. 

I hope others will join with me and 
that we will not end debate on this bill. 
Let me put it this way: If we do not do 
that—in other words, if we proceed 
with spending in this bill—I sure hope 
all those who vote to do so will stop 
talking in private about how embar-
rassed they are about this Senate, will 
stop talking in private about how they 
feel like little pawns in a political 
game, will stop talking in private 
about how they would like to see this 
body start acting in the fashion it 
should act. 

We have not done any real business 
this year. We all know it. We have not 
done any real business this year be-
cause we have not wanted to take on 
those tough issues. I am embarrassed 
by that, personally. I am embarrassed 
about the way this Senate has been 
conducting its business this year. 

I am not going to vote for a spending 
bill until we pass a budget. If we had 
passed a budget and had the tough de-
bates about revenues and expenditures, 
we would not be in this no-win situa-
tion right now as it relates to the debt 
ceiling, and we all know that. But we 
want to hide behind that. 

With that, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, as we all 
know, in the next few weeks we are 
going to have to be faced with a deci-
sion about what to do with the debt 
limit, and of course there has been a 
lot of discussion around here as well as 

between the White House and the con-
gressional leadership about how best to 
resolve this issue. 

I believe what it really comes down 
to is a question about what is the best 
way to resolve a debt crisis. I think it 
creates a great debate, a philosophical 
debate about do we need to grow gov-
ernment or do we need to shrink gov-
ernment. I would argue that is kind of 
the defining line in this debate, wheth-
er you believe the best way out of a 
debt crisis is to expand and grow gov-
ernment or whether you think, as I do, 
that we ought to make government 
smaller, not larger, if we are trying to 
figure out how to get out of this par-
ticular circumstance we find ourselves 
in right now. 

We have a $14 trillion debt. We are 
going to have to increase the bor-
rowing authority to get to the 2012 
election by $2.4 trillion. That is the 
rate at which our debt is growing. I 
have said on the floor before that if 
you look at just the daily borrowing 
our Federal Government does, it ex-
ceeds the entire budget of my State of 
South Dakota for a whole year. So we 
will borrow more in the next 24 hours 
here in Washington, DC—about $4 bil-
lion—than the State of South Dakota 
spends in an entire year. That is the di-
mension of the problem we are facing. 

Many of us believe the best thing we 
could do in order to get ourselves on a 
better fiscal track is to pass a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion. Frankly, I hope we will have an 
opportunity to vote on just that some-
time in this next week or the following 
week. Most States around the country, 
including my State of South Dakota, 
have a balanced budget amendment in 
their constitution. It requires them 
year-in and year-out to get their books 
balanced. They cannot continue to 
spend as if there is no tomorrow. They 
cannot spend money they do not have. 
They live within their means. That is 
what most Americans have to do, that 
is what American businesses and fami-
lies have to do, and it certainly makes 
sense that we ought to be doing that at 
the Federal level. 

I would urge my colleagues, as we 
look at the short-term issue, which is 
the debt limit vote, we have to figure 
out how we are going to get the best 
deal we can get in the near term, but 
what are we going to do in the long 
term to put our country on a more sus-
tainable fiscal footing? I would argue 
that putting an imposed discipline on 
Congress, such as an amendment to the 
Constitution that would require us 
year-in and year-out to balance our 
budget, just makes sense. It is prac-
tical, it makes economic sense, and it 
certainly is discipline that has been 
lacking here in Washington, DC, for 
some time. 

If you look at the States that have 
made hard decisions—mine is a good 
example of that—they had to cut 
spending this year significantly to bal-
ance their budgets, but at least they 
are doing that. They are making these 
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hard choices and hard decisions, and 
that is something we have been putting 
off here for way too long. 

I would point out to my colleagues 
here that as we talk about how to get 
the country back on the right fiscal 
track, we do have to start setting pri-
orities. 

Well, we are not doing that. We 
haven’t had a budget here now for 806 
days. It has been 806 days since the 
Democratic majority in the Senate has 
allowed us to have a vote on a budget. 

Many of us believe that in order to 
determine how you are going to spend 
$3.7 trillion of America’s hard-earned 
money, you ought to have some prior-
ities. You ought to at least put a path-
way out there about how you are going 
to go about spending those dollars and 
setting priorities for the country. 

Well, we are not doing that because 
we have not passed a budget in 806 
days. That is the fundamental respon-
sibility we have as leaders. The people 
of this country elected us to do that. 
We are not doing that. I think that is 
creating uncertainty. It is creating in-
stability out there around the country. 

I met with some business owners this 
morning who say that in their par-
ticular industry, there are people who 
want to invest, they want to create 
jobs, and they want to make capital in-
vestments. But these are long-term in-
vestments, and they don’t know what 
is happening, they don’t know what the 
policies coming out of Washington are 
going to be with regard to taxes, spend-
ing, regulations, all of those sorts of 
things. There is an enormous amount 
of uncertainty. 

There was a survey done just re-
cently by the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce in which they asked small busi-
nesses about their future hiring plans, 
and 64 percent of the small businesses 
that responded to that survey said they 
were not going to add to their payroll 
this year, they were not going to hire 
this year. Another 12 percent said they 
were actually going to cut jobs. Why? 
Half of the people who responded to the 
survey said: Economic uncertainty. 
They just flat do not know what Wash-
ington is going to do next. And you 
can’t have that kind of uncertainty. 
What the markets want, what busi-
nesses want, what investors want is 
they want to know what the rules are 
going to be, and they want some cer-
tainty about what is going to happen 
next. 

The kind of uncertainty we are cre-
ating reaches beyond our shores be-
cause I think that if you look at what 
is happening in Europe today, they are 
facing a debt crisis in many of those 
countries. What are the economic im-
pacts of that? Well, if you look at the 
interest rates in the Euro zone, the 3- 
year government interest rates are 19.4 
percent for Portugal, 28.9 percent for 
Greece, and 12.9 percent for Ireland. 
That is our future if we don’t get our 
fiscal house in order. 

What does that mean? That means 
that not just does the Federal Govern-

ment have to pay more to borrow 
money, pay more in higher interest 
costs, it also means that those interest 
costs—all interest rates in this coun-
try, whether it is for an auto loan or a 
home loan or a student’s college loan, 
they all track with the Treasury bor-
rowing rates. If those rates go up, that 
has profound implications for our econ-
omy. That means people across this 
country are going to pay much higher 
interest rates. Small businesses are 
going to pay higher interest rates to 
borrow money. 

These are real-world impacts if we do 
not make the right kinds of decisions 
here to get this spending and this bor-
rowing under control. So if you want to 
see our future, look at some of the Eu-
ropean countries. Look at what impact 
this is having on interest rates and on 
their economies. That is something our 
economy could not withstand. 

We are already facing 9.2 percent un-
employment. We have a need to get 
people back to work. And what we need 
now is not more expanded government 
and more uncertainty about what 
Washington, DC, is going to do; we 
need stability, we need certainty, and 
we need decisions here which have a fa-
vorable impact on the private market-
place and create an inducement to hire 
people as opposed to discouraging it, 
which is what we are seeing today. 

I have argued down here on many oc-
casions that this debt is really stran-
gling our economy because it is crowd-
ing out private investment. Anytime 
the government is out there borrowing 
money, it means there is less capital 
out there for private businesses to have 
access to. I think the more funda-
mental issue in this whole debate, how-
ever—and I mentioned this yesterday 
in some remarks on the floor—is really 
the size and scope of government and 
whether we want to see an expanded, 
bigger, larger government or whether 
we ought to try to work our way out of 
this debt crisis by actually reducing 
the size of our government. 

I pointed out that in the past couple 
of years alone, we have seen govern-
ment expand dramatically. In fact, 
nondefense discretionary spending in 
the last 2 years has grown by 24 per-
cent. The debt has grown by 35 percent 
in just the time this President has been 
in office. The amount we spend on our 
Federal Government as a percentage of 
our entire economy has grown dramati-
cally as well. The 40-year historical av-
erage is 20.6 percent. That is what we 
historically, for the past 40 years, have 
spent on the Federal Government as a 
percentage of our entire economic out-
put. If you go back to the year 1800— 
hard to believe—it was 2 percent. That 
is what we spent on the Federal Gov-
ernment as a percentage of our entire 
economy. Of course, it has grown since 
that time, but it has really taken off 
here in just the last few years. 

I pointed out yesterday as well that 
of the five times the budget has actu-
ally been balanced in this country 
since 1969, in every circumstance it has 

been when government has spent less 
as a percentage of our entire economy 
than the average. So if the average is 
20.6 for the past 40 years, the times 
when we have actually balanced the 
budget, we have averaged spending 18.7 
percent of our GDP. 

The point simply is this: If you want 
to solve this problem, it gets solved on 
the spending side of the equation. The 
problem we have in this country is not 
that we tax too little or have too little 
revenue, it is that we spend too much 
because this year we will spend, as a 
percentage of our entire economy, 24.3 
percent. There is almost a quarter of 
the entire economy of this country now 
being spent by the Federal Govern-
ment, and that will only go up over 
time as we see these new entitlement 
programs, the new health care program 
that was created last year, continue to 
consume more and more of our re-
sources in this country. That means 
there is less and less out there for the 
private economy where the real jobs 
are created. 

If you look at just what we pay in in-
terest costs alone and how we would be 
influenced by a slight uptick in inter-
est rates—there was a great op-ed writ-
ten in the Wall Street Journal a couple 
of weeks back by Larry Lindsey, who is 
a former economic adviser to President 
Bush and also a member of the Federal 
Reserve Board of Governors. He point-
ed out that if interest rates return to 
their 20-year average, it would add $4.9 
trillion in additional borrowing costs 
over the next decade. So everything we 
are talking about here in this debate 
about the debt limit in terms of reduc-
ing spending really pales in comparison 
to just a normalization of interest 
rates. 

If we saw interest rates go back to 
what is a 20-year average, we would see 
an additional $4.9 trillion that we 
would have to spend to finance our 
debt. That is a staggering statistic. 
Again, I think it speaks to the need for 
us to get our spending under control 
because the amount we borrow, as it 
continues to ratchet up, and we con-
tinue to get further in debt, the likeli-
hood is that our interest rates are 
going to go up in a corresponding man-
ner, and we will end up spending more 
and more on higher interest. 

I think the real issue is whether we 
as a nation are going to make a con-
scious decision that the way we resolve 
this debt crisis is either on the spend-
ing side or on the revenue side. We 
heard our colleagues on the other 
side—and we heard the President—say 
we need more revenue. In fact, I have 
not been in on the discussions occur-
ring at the White House, but it is my 
understanding that one of the latest 
proposals on the table was a $1.6 tril-
lion increase in taxes. In other words, 
they want to add $1.6 trillion in addi-
tional tax revenues in order to get 
some amount of spending reduction. 

We have seen this picture before. We 
can go back to the 1990 budget deal 
that President Bush made with the 
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Congress at the time which was sup-
posed to have 2-to-1 spending cuts to 
tax increases. The tax increases oc-
curred; the spending cuts didn’t. That 
is our history. That is why making a 
deal that involves massive increases in 
taxes on our economy, on our small 
businesses, when we have 9.2 percent 
unemployment is a bad idea when the 
problem we are trying to fix is fun-
damentally a spending problem. It 
would be one thing if we were spending 
at a historical rate. If we were spend-
ing at a rate that is 20 percent of our 
total economy, the 40-year average, 
that would be different. We are spend-
ing more than 24 percent. This is fun-
damentally a spending problem that 
cannot be solved on the revenue side. 

The only thing that increasing taxes 
would do is make it harder, more ex-
pensive, and more difficult for small 
businesses to create jobs. That is pre-
cisely what we want small businesses 
to think about doing. Instead, 64 per-
cent of them are saying that this next 
year they are not going to add to the 
payroll, create jobs. Why? Because of 
economic uncertainty. We need to cre-
ate some certainty out there. We need 
them to know that tax rates will stay 
at a low level—taxes on investments 
and income. We need them to know we 
are committed to cutting spending and 
getting the Federal debt under control. 
We need them to know we are not 
going to add massively to the cost of 
doing business in this country by dra-
matically increasing the number of 
Federal regulations with which they 
have to comply. 

I hear that everywhere I go, whether 
it is a farmer, rancher, or small busi-
ness owner—everywhere. In a meeting I 
had with some small business owners, 
they said the regulations are making it 
increasingly costly and more difficult 
for them to create jobs. So if we get 
into the final days of this debate and 
these decisions have to be made, I 
would say that the President needs to 
recognize that this is not a revenue 
issue; this is a spending issue, and he 
needs to step up and provide leadership 
and a pathway for how we get our fis-
cal house in order—not by increasing 
taxes on the job creators in our econ-
omy, our small businesses but, rather, 
by getting Federal spending under con-
trol. 

I think we would have an incredibly 
warm and favorable reception from 
both the House and the Senate, who are 
prepared to do business when it comes 
to reducing spending and making gov-
ernment smaller, not bigger, dealing 
with this long-term structural problem 
that we have of a runaway debt that is 
growing literally by the year at the 
tune of about $1 trillion annually. 

If we don’t do this, as I said before, 
we are looking at a future that will re-
semble many countries in Europe. We 
don’t want to be a country that de-
faults on our debt. We obviously need 
to address this issue of the debt limit. 
We need to do it in a responsible way 
that holds us accountable to the Amer-

ican people who spoke loudly and 
clearly in the last election indicating 
that they believe government has got-
ten too big and is growing too fast. 
They want the government reined in. 

The way we do that is to rein in Fed-
eral spending. That involves not just 
the discretionary spending I mentioned 
earlier, which has grown at 24 percent 
in the last 2 years, but the long-term 
structural challenges that we face in 
entitlement programs—Medicare and 
Social Security. 

Republicans in the Congress are will-
ing to lead on those issues and are will-
ing to step forward and put forward a 
plan. The only plan put forward so far 
has come from the House Republicans, 
and it has been criticized by a lot of 
Democrats in the House and Senate 
and also by the White House. We have 
yet to see a plan from the other side. It 
has been 806 days, and we haven’t had 
a budget presented by the Democratic 
majority in the Senate, nor has the 
President come forward with a plan 
that actually does something to reduce 
spending and debt. 

The President did submit a budget 
proposal earlier this year which dra-
matically would have increased spend-
ing and doubled the debt over the next 
decade and dramatically increased 
taxes. That is the wrong message to 
have received. 

The message the people of this coun-
try are sending is that we want Wash-
ington to focus on the spending side. 
We want a smaller Federal Govern-
ment, not a larger Federal Govern-
ment. We want the Federal Govern-
ment to do what we have to do—Amer-
ican families and small businesses— 
and that is to live within its means. 

I hope this debt debate, as it comes 
to a conclusion, will come to a good 
outcome and result for the people of 
this country. We don’t want to have 
this country in a situation where we 
are not making payments, where we 
are defaulting on our debt. But we can-
not just continue this pattern of rais-
ing the borrowing authority of this 
country, adding to the Federal debt, 
without doing something to get that 
debt under control, without doing 
something to reduce the amount this 
Federal Government spends every sin-
gle year. Spending at 24 to 25 percent of 
our entire economy is a trend that can-
not be continued and cannot be sus-
tained. We need to get back to more of 
a historical average, where the Amer-
ican people want us to be. 

The reason the American people re-
acted the way they did in the last elec-
tion is they saw this government grow-
ing at a rate that made them very un-
comfortable and frightened. That con-
tinues to this day because there is un-
certainty about the country’s future 
and an instability that exists today. 

I heard from some business owners 
this morning. They want stability, 
some certainty about what the rules 
are going to be. More importantly, it 
starts by having a Federal Government 
that lives within its means and doesn’t 

spend money that it doesn’t have and 
that focuses intently on getting spend-
ing and debt under control and cre-
ating favorable conditions for eco-
nomic growth and job creation. 

That doesn’t happen by raising gov-
ernment revenues, raising taxes; that 
happens by the Federal Government 
exercising fiscal responsibility, reduc-
ing spending, reducing debt, and keep-
ing taxes low on our job creators so 
that we can get people in this country 
back to work. That is the correct pre-
scription for this country. It is a pre-
scription I hope the President will em-
brace. 

I can say that the Republicans in the 
Senate—and I daresay the Republicans 
in the House of Representatives as 
well—are prepared to meet him in 
working together on that challenge of 
reducing spending and debt and cre-
ating conditions favorable to economic 
growth and job creation and getting 
American people back to work. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 
15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I stand 
here today having spent some time 
over the last few days thinking about 
this dispute regarding the debt limit, 
as we are hearing from our constitu-
ents across the country who are look-
ing at Washington and asking: What is 
going on? What are you guys doing? 

It is a difficult process for people to 
understand. They elect us and send us 
here to serve our country and to solve 
problems. Yet they read in the news-
papers all these startling statements— 
the President saying a few days ago he 
can’t guarantee Social Security pay-
ments, others saying our bond rating 
might be at risk. And, of course, the re-
ality of daily life is that, more than 
ever, Americans are finding it difficult 
to find a job, and the ones who do are 
working twice as hard and making less. 

So things have gotten tougher over 
the last couple of years, unfortunately, 
and people have a right to be upset 
with the direction we are heading. And 
that was one of the reasons I felt com-
pelled to run for the Senate—to come 
up here and be part of trying to make 
a difference, be part of putting this 
country on a track that helps us to em-
brace all the things that make us ex-
ceptional and unique and continue to 
make us exceptional and unique. 

When I look at this dispute, I see two 
things that are very clear. No. 1, we 
can’t continue to do what we are doing 
now, and anyone who argues we can is 
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not being realistic and is doing a great 
disservice to the future of our country. 
It is this simple: You can’t have a gov-
ernment that spends $1.5 trillion more 
than it takes in every single year. You 
can’t have a government that borrows 
40 cents out of every dollar it spends. 

Look what happened yesterday. 
Greece was downgraded. They are on 
the verge of being in default. Not 
Greece—I apologize. It was Ireland. 
Why is that happening in Europe? Why 
are these countries in trouble? It is not 
because they refuse to raise their debt 
limit; it is because people don’t think 
they can pay back the money anymore. 
The people who lend the money, the 
people who sell the debt, they are say-
ing: We don’t know how you are going 
to pay us back. Your economy doesn’t 
produce enough money. You have no 
plan to bring spending under control. 
We have lost confidence in you. 

That is the message being sent to Eu-
rope today, and if we keep doing what 
we are doing now, that is the message 
that will be sent here to America very 
soon. The impact that will have not 
just on our country but on the world is, 
quite frankly, devastating. That is 
what we are facing. 

The fundamental problem is twofold: 
We have a government that spends too 
much money—more money than it 
takes in—and we have a government 
that doesn’t take in enough money to 
pay its debts because its economy is 
not growing. That is why I have argued 
from the days on the campaign trail to 
when I got elected that the way out of 
this problem is a two-pronged ap-
proach. You have to do them both. 

You have to cut spending. We have to 
have spending cuts and spending dis-
cipline. It doesn’t all have to happen 
overnight, but we have to stop spend-
ing $1.5 trillion a year of money we do 
not have. We cannot continue to do 
that. 

That is why I support the cut, cap, 
and balance plan, because it says we 
are going to begin to cut spending this 
year in a real way, we are going to cap 
the ability of government to continue 
to grow its spending in future years, 
and we are going to give the States the 
right to ratify a balanced budget 
amendment for our country that basi-
cally says: You cannot spend more 
money than you take in. States bal-
ance their budgets, businesses have to 
balance their budgets, families have to 
balance their budgets. If this Federal 
Government doesn’t begin to balance 
its budget sometime in the near future, 
we may cross a line that is irreversible 
and puts us in a place similar to what 
we are seeing in Europe today. 

So on the spending side, it has to 
happen. Again, to people who pretend 
we can do it overnight, I say: Of course 
not. It took a long time to get into this 
predicament, and it will take a while 
to get out, but we have to start 
trending in the right direction. It is 
critically important that some sort of 
spending discipline plan be put in 
place. 

Look, I know this is a political place. 
The debate is always framed by poli-
tics. I, like everyone else here, fully 
participate in the political banter. But 
today, for a moment, I want to step 
back from that and just say this. Ulti-
mately, I want to see a solution to the 
spending plan. I will welcome that so-
lution whether it comes from the 
White House, from the minority leader, 
or from the majority leader. I just 
want someone to step up and offer a 
plan that begins to bring spending dis-
cipline under control. I know I have en-
dorsed one. It is called the cut, cap, 
and balance plan. If there is a better 
way to do it, offer it now. What are you 
waiting for? Now is the time to offer it. 
If someone in this building has a better 
way to bring spending under control, 
now is the time to offer it. Don’t nego-
tiate in the shadows. All these negotia-
tions going on we are hearing about in 
the press—where is the plan? Where is 
the document that tells us and shows 
us how we can bring spending under 
control? Now is the time to show it. 
Now is the time to do it. What are you 
waiting for? 

That is on the spending side. Spend-
ing cuts are important. They are essen-
tial. We cannot do it without fiscal 
spending discipline, but that is not 
enough. We also have to grow. We have 
to grow. That is where the crux of this 
debate has really gotten to. You hear 
in the press that this fight is because 
certain people don’t want to raise taxes 
on certain people. That is really not 
what this issue is about. I think every-
one agrees that we need growth, that 
government needs growth in its rev-
enue so it has a way to pay down this 
debt. The debate is about from where 
this revenue comes. 

Some argue: Well, the way you get 
more money for government is to raise 
taxes on people—raise taxes on very 
rich people. I have two problems with 
that, and neither one is ideological. 

The first problem is it doesn’t work. 
You can’t possibly raise taxes high 
enough to collect enough money to 
make a difference on the debt. I looked 
at some of the tax increases the Presi-
dent and others have proposed. It adds 
up to less than 10 days of deficit spend-
ing. Even if you raise the taxes on 
what they define as rich to 100 percent 
next year, it is still not enough money 
to pay for just 1 year’s deficit. So tax 
increases don’t work because they 
don’t work. They do not generate 
enough money to do anything. 

The second reason I can’t support tax 
increases is because it will kill jobs. 
And while this debt is a huge issue—it 
is very important—the jobs issue is 
even more important. The No. 1 issue 
in Washington is the debt—rightfully 
so because it is a huge, enormous, gen-
erational issue—but unemployment is 
the No. 1 issue in America. We are 
talking about people who have worked 
hard their entire lives, who went to 
school and did everything that was 
asked of them, and now they go out 
into the job market and they can’t find 

a job. It is especially astonishing 
among young people—25, 30 years of 
age—who went to college and got their 
degrees and now they can’t find a job, 
certainly not in the areas they studied. 

We have to get that turned around. 
Every other problem we face in our 
country—the housing crisis and all 
these other problems—becomes easier 
to deal with if you have more people 
working, people making money, paying 
taxes, and spending money in our econ-
omy. So unemployment is what we 
have to get at, and we are not going to 
create jobs by tax increases. If someone 
in this building, if someone in Wash-
ington has a tax increase that creates 
jobs, I invite them to offer it. We are 
all ears. If someone in Washington has 
a tax increase that helps create jobs, 
right now is the time to offer it. I 
would submit we will not find one be-
cause there are no tax increases that 
will create jobs. If you don’t create 
jobs and you don’t grow this economy, 
there is no way out of this debt. You 
can’t cut your way out of it, and you 
certainly can’t tax your way out of it. 

Does that mean we don’t do anything 
about taxes, as I hear some commenta-
tors in the press saying? Of course not. 
Our Tax Code is broken. There are a 
bunch of things in the Tax Code that 
do not belong there, and I think there 
is bipartisan support—whether the 
media tries to ignore it or not—in the 
Senate, in the House, in Washington 
for tax reform. 

Tax reform we can get done. Tax re-
form means we are going to look at the 
Tax Code, and if there are things in the 
Tax Code that are there because some-
body hired a lobbyist and got it put in 
the Tax Code but it is not really good 
policy, it shouldn’t be in there. And if 
we find enough of those unfair things 
in the Tax Code, then we can lower 
everybody’s rates. We can make the 
rates flat, we can make the Tax Code 
simpler and easier to comply with, and 
that is what we should aim for because 
that is what job creators tell us. 

I swear to you, I have never met a job 
creator who told me they are looking 
for a State with high taxes and burden-
some regulations. I have never met 
one. There may be one, but I invite 
anyone here in Washington, DC, to 
produce for us a job creator—a com-
pany or an individual—who says that 
what they are looking for is to open a 
business someplace where the taxes are 
high and difficult to understand and 
the regulations are expensive to com-
ply with. And that is what we have in 
America. You want to know why jobs 
aren’t being created. Because that is 
what we have in America. So if some-
one knows of a job creator anywhere in 
the world who is looking for a high, 
complex tax environment or looking 
for a high regulatory environment, I 
would like to meet them because I have 
yet to meet a job creator who is look-
ing for that, and that is what we have. 

I will submit to you that there is bi-
partisan support for the idea of tax re-
form, of simplifying our Tax Code and 
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making it easier to comply with, of—if 
we do it the right way—lowering 
everybody’s tax rates so that people 
have more money in their pockets to 
spend into the economy and grow their 
business or to start a new business be-
cause that is how jobs are created. 

I know all of us would like to think 
that Senators and Presidents create 
jobs but not outside this building they 
do not. Jobs are created when everyday 
people from all walks of life decide, 
you know what, today I am going to 
open a business and operate from the 
spare bedroom of my home or out of 
the garage or when somebody has an 
existing business and decides: I want to 
grow this business, so I am going to 
hire a couple more people because I 
have a belief this business can do bet-
ter. 

We need to get people excited about 
doing that again, and we are not going 
to get them excited about doing that 
again if our taxes and our regulations 
are out of control. So let’s begin to 
focus with regard to this debt limit on 
some of the things that there has to be 
agreement on, and there are two 
things: We must control our spending, 
and we must put a plan in place that 
shows the world how America will 
bring its spending under control, and 
we have to do something to grow our 
economy. 

Ask any job creator in the real world, 
What are you looking for to grow and 
create jobs? They will tell you, We are 
looking for confidence. And we get con-
fidence from knowing that regulations 
are predictable and easy to comply 
with, and the Tax Code is predictable, 
affordable, and easy to comply with. 

I submit that if we focused on that 
and not all the other noise that goes on 
in the back and forth of this place, we 
can actually start moving toward a so-
lution. 

The last point I would make is the 
word ‘‘compromise’’ is a very popular 
word around here, and there is nothing 
wrong with compromise, so long as the 
compromise also happens to be a solu-
tion. Because if your compromise 
doesn’t solve the problem, you have 
created a new problem. 

There is nothing wrong with com-
promise. Maybe your ideas of tax re-
form are different than my ideas of tax 
reform, but ultimately we have to 
solve the broken Tax Code. So com-
promise is not a dirty word, unless the 
compromise makes it worse, not bet-
ter. Too often in politics compromise 
leads to things that make things 
worse, not better. If you raise taxes in 
this economy, with 9 percent unem-
ployment, you are going to make 
things worse, not better. 

I hope we will rally in a bipartisan 
fashion around the concept of tax re-
form, of creating a Tax Code in Amer-
ica that encourages people to create 
jobs here once again, because if we can 
solve the jobs issue, if we can begin to 
solve the unemployment issue, all 
these other issues we face as a nation 
become easier to face. 

Mr. President, I thank you for your 
attention and I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CARDIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. CARDIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, we are 
getting dangerously close to the Au-
gust 2 deadline. The August 2 deadline 
is the deadline for America to increase 
its debt limit or to face default on our 
obligations. We need to come together. 
We need to increase the debt limit, and 
this is an opportunity for us also to 
manage our debt. 

We have been talking about this for a 
while, and I understand—and I think 
my colleagues understand—the respon-
sible thing for us to do is to use this 
opportunity to increase the debt limit 
to also craft a game plan to manage 
our national debt and our spending. We 
need to have a credible plan. Our debt 
is not sustainable. We cannot continue 
along this path. We understand that. 
We have to have a credible plan to 
manage our deficit. Well, quite frank-
ly, the Democrats have come up with 
these plans. 

The proposal offered by Senator CON-
RAD, the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee—and supported by all the 
Democrats on the Budget Committee, 
and I am proud to be a member of that 
committee—brings forward a credible 
proposal that has all the elements of 
our budget on the table. It reduces gov-
ernment spending. It deals with pro-
tecting the priorities that are impor-
tant for America’s growth. It invests in 
education. It invests in innovation and 
in infrastructure so we can create the 
jobs necessary for America’s pros-
perity. That is what that budget does. 
It brings about more deficit reduction 
than the Republican budget, bringing 
our debt under control. 

We understand we need a bipartisan 
budget. It is not going to be just what 
the Democrats want. That is what the 
political process is all about. Midterm 
elections: The House is controlled by 
Republicans. The Senate has a Demo-
cratic majority. We have to come to-
gether. 

What many of us have said in this 
body is let’s use the bipartisan Bowles- 
Simpson proposal as a starting point. 
That has all the elements on the table, 
including mandatory spending and in-
cluding doing a better job on revenues. 
It is a bipartisan proposal. Democrats 
have said we are willing to work and 
come out with what we call the grand 

deal—the deal that will manage our 
debt and all elements of the Federal 
budget will be on the table as we talk 
about that. 

But there is one option that should 
not be on the table, and that option is 
to allow August 2 to pass without in-
creasing the debt limit; in other words, 
to permit America to default on its ob-
ligations. That is one option that can-
not be on the table. Quite frankly, 
what concerns me is there seems to be 
a growing number of Republicans who 
say that is an option; that is OK; it will 
be all right for us to pass August 2 
without increasing the debt limit. 

Let me quote, if I might, from David 
Brooks, the conservative columnist, 
who said: 

. . . the Republican Party may no longer 
be a normal party. Over the past few years, 
it has been infected by a faction that is more 
of a psychological protest than a practical, 
governing alternative. The members of this 
movement do not accept the logic of com-
promise, no matter how sweet the terms. If 
you ask them to raise taxes by an inch in 
order to cut government by a foot, they will 
say no. If you ask them to raise taxes by an 
inch to cut government by a yard, they will 
still say no. 

The members of this movement do not ac-
cept the legitimacy of scholars or intellec-
tual authorities. A thousand impartial ex-
perts may tell them that a default on the 
debt would have calamitous effects, far 
worse than raising revenues a bit. But the 
members of this movement refuse to believe 
it. 

I know the majority leader in the 
House of Representatives, Mr. CANTOR, 
tells us there is no compromise that 
can pass at the present time in the 
House of Representatives. I don’t ac-
cept that. I think Democrats and Re-
publicans working together in the 
House can pass a grand deal under the 
parameters that have been talked 
about at the White House. But what 
Mr. CANTOR needs to do is work with 
the Democrats as well as the Repub-
licans in the House of Representatives. 
We have to come together, Democrats 
and Republicans. 

The one part of the option that 
should not be on the table is to allow 
us to pass August 2 without raising the 
debt limit. Let me talk about the con-
sequences. I have said I believe they 
are catastrophic consequences, and I do 
believe that. We know it is likely—al-
most certain—that the rating houses 
will downgrade America’s currency 
from the most secure currency in the 
world. We would be downgraded. We 
run a real risk as to whether the dollar 
will continue to be the global currency. 
Right now, many international trans-
actions are related in dollars. We know 
that as it relates to energy. All of a 
sudden, on August 3, we run the risk 
that the American dollar will no longer 
be the global currency, having a major 
impact on the U.S. economy. 

J.P. Morgan tells us we could expect 
an immediate increase in interest costs 
of 75 to 100 basis points. What does that 
mean? Well, for the taxpayers of this 
country, it means it is going to cost 
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